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- The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address - 
Period for Reply 



A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- tf the period for reply specified above is less than thirty (30) days, a reply within the statutory minimum of thirty (30) days will be considered timely. 

- tf NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 
Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 

Status 

1 )I3 Responsive to communication(s) filed on 17 September 2004 . 
2a)n This action is FINAL. 2b)l3 This action is non-final. 

3) \Z\ Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal nnatters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) M Claim(s) 7-75 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) n Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) S Claim(s) 7-75 is/are rejected. 
?)□ Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) n Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) n The specification is objected to by the Exarhiner. 

10) 0 The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)^ accepted or b)n objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 
Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 

11) 0 The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action orfomn PTO-152. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 

12) n Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119(a)-(d) or (0- 
a)n All b)n Some * c)^ None of: ' 

1 .□ Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2. n Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No, . 

3. D Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 

application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 
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2) n Notice of Draftsperson's Patent Drawing Review (PTO-948) 

3) O Information Disclosure Statement(s) (PTO-1449 or PTO/SB/08) 

Paper No(s)/MaiI Date . 



4) CD Interview Summary (PTO-413) 

Paper No(s)/Mail Date. . 

5) CD Notice of Informal Patent Application (PTO-1 52) 
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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This action is responsive to communications: The RCE forwarded to the examiner on 
1 1/08/04 to the original application filed on 12/21/00. 

2. Claims 12-15 have been added as necessitated by the RCE. 

3. Claims 1-5, 7-8, and 10-11 remain rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Qureshi et al (US: 6,456,305 09/24/02). 

4. Claims 6 and 9 remain rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Qureshi et al (US: 6,456,305 09/24/02) in view of Iwamura et al (US: 6,388,684 05/14/02). 

5. Claims 1-15 are pending in this application. Claims 1, 10, 11, and 15 are independent 
claims. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

6. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claim 15 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing 
to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which apphcant regards as the 

mvention. The Umitation "improving document display on the monitor" fails to further hmit 

the claim and appears to be merely a statement of opinion. The examiner suggests the above 
words be removed from the claim. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 
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7. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S. C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identicaUy disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

8. Claims 1-5, 7-8, and 10-15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Qureshi et al (US: 6,456,305 09/24/02), 

-In regard to independent claims 1 and 10-15, which are deemed to be substantially 
similar, Qureshi et al teach a display system and method of controlling said system comprising: 

a display memory (column 7, lines 17- 54) storing processed document data (HTML 
document) so that the document was displayed on the display unit in accordance with the 
processed document data (column 6, lines 48-62); 

wherein the system determines the dimensions (size and resolution) of the display 
window (column 4, lines 41- 45 & 52-54 & column 6, lines 31-35) related to the display unit; 

a layout detection unit (browser), wherein the layout data is integrally stored (HTML 
markup elements within the HTML document (column 2, hues 40-55) with the document data 
(HTML document) and representing a layout data page of data elements that are displayed by a 
monitor such that the data elements are allocated on the monitor according to a display layout 
calculaed based on the detected display specifications and the layout data (columns 4 & 6, 41-67 
& 48-62) (Fig. 2-8 with respect to Fig. 13); 

and a control wherein the document data was displayed as per the detected display 
specifications and the layout data (column 4, 53-67) (Fig. 2-8 with respect to Fig. 13). 
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Qureshi et al further teach wherein the layout data consists of data element identifiers 
(Fig. 12: "div id- 'SlideObj"), positinal information of data elements (column 2, hues 45-55), 
and page format data (Fig. 12: 352 <div> tags) & (column 2, hnes 50-55). 

Qureshi et al and W3C do not teach wherein the method was stored on a computer 
readable medium as program code instructions. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of the invention, to have stored the computer system method as a 
program stored on a cortq^uter readable medium because it was well known in the art to 
implement a computer system method as program instructions for portability of the embodiment 
of the invention to be used on multiple computer systems. 

-In regard to dependent claim 2, Qureshi et al further teach wherein the respective 
position of the object automatically changes in proportion to the new size (column 4, 62-64), 
maintaining the positions as stated by the integrally stored layout data (Fig. 2-8 with respect to 
Fig. 13). 

-In regard to dependent claim 3, Qureshi et al further teach wherein the entire 
document data was displayed on the display (browser) with an original display size (Fig. 2), 
where not selecting the resize image check box (Fig. 1 1) results in displaying the object with an 
original display size. 

-In regard to dependent claim 4, Qureshi et al fiirther teach wherein upon determination 
that at least one of the dimensions of the display window was different than the display space of 
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a page, a scalar relating the difference was calculated and employed to resize and reposition the 
object in the display space (column 4, hnes 52-65) (Fig. 3-8). 

-In regard to dependent claim 5, Qureshi et al further teach the display control method 
selects from a first and a second display method wherein the first display method causes the 
entire document data to be displayed on the display screen with original size and the second 
display method causes the resizing of the dimensions of the graphical display of image objects to 
fit the browser's dipaly window (column 16, hnes 14-16: Fig. 1 1). 

-In regard to dependent claim 7, Qureshi et al further teach a display screen (Fig. 1: 47) 
wherein a pointing device (column 7, lines 59-61) was used by the user to select one of a first 
display method (resize the dimensions of the graphical display of image objects to fit the 
browser's dipaly window) and a second display method (choosing not to resize the dimensions of 
the graphical display of image objects to fit the browser's display window) (column 16, lines 14- 
16: Fig. 11). 

-In regard to dependent claim 8, Qureshi et al further teach a display screen (Fig. 1: 47) 
wherein an input device was used by the user to select one of a first display method (resize the 
dimensions of the graphical display of image objects to fit the browser's dipaly window) and a 
second display method (choosing not to resize the dimensions of the graphical display of image 
objects to fit the browser's display window) (column 16, lines 14-16: Fig. 1 1). Qureshi et al do 
not teach a touch panel screen as a user input for selecting items. Qureshi et al do teach input 
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devices such as a keyboard, pointing device, joystick, game pad,. . . scanner, or the Uke (column 
7, hnes 59-61). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, to have used a 
touch panel screen on Qureshi et al display to select items because a touch panel screen was a 
well known input method and falls into the category as descirbed by Queshi et al as a possible 
input method 

9. Clainfis 6 and 9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Qureshi et 
al (US: 6,456,305 09/24/02) in view of Iwamura et al (US: 6,388,684 05/14/02). 

-In regard to dependent claim 6, Qureshi et al do not teach wherein the display control 
unit allows an image of a data element with a calculated display size to be overlapped over a 
background image of the entire document data with original display size. Iwamura et al teach 
simultaniously displaying a calculated target region to be enlarged and its original image on the 
same display screen (column 2, lines 10-18: Fig. lA-C). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention, to have used Qureshi et al system for 
automatically fitting a graphical display to the dimensions of a display window and combined 
Iwamura et al method for displaying a enlarged target region of an image overlapped over the 
original image, because Iwamura et al teach by enlarging a portion of the image the target region 
can be readily accurately recognized (column 2, lines 22-24). 

-In regard to dependent claims 6 and 9, Qureshi et al do not wherein a user can select 
an image of a data element with a calculated display size to be overlapped over a background 
image of the entire document data with original display size. Iwamura et al teach a user input 
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means for pointing to specify an enlargment target (column 2, lines 39-40), wherein the result is 
simultaniously displaying a calculated target region to be enlarged and its original image on the 
same display screen (column 2, lines 10-18: Fig. lA-C). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention, to have used Qureshi et al system for 
automatically fitting a graphical display to the dimensions of a display window and combined 
Iwamura et al method for displaying a enlarged target region of an image overlapped over the 
original image, because Iwamura et al teach by enlarging a portion of the image the target region 
can be readily accurately recognized (column 2, lines 22-24). 

-In regard to dependent claims 12-14, Qureshi et al teaches wherein the display control 
unit calculates a font size of a displayed text data by using a font size list (minimum-maximum 
font size range)(column 5, Ines 18-23) including an optimum font size for a maximum display 
resolution (i.e. calculates appropriate scaled font size for any resolution including maximum) 
read from the display speicifcation data of the display unit (column 4, lines 52-67) and creating 
elements of the document data to meet said font size specifications (column 5, Hnes 20-22). 

Response to Arguments 

10. Applicant's arguments filed 07/22/04 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. ^ 

-In regards to independent claims 1,10, and 11, Applicant argues that it appears 
the markup elements of Qureshi et al are different than the Applicant's claimed layout 
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data in that they only stipulate element position. The applicant claims the layout data to 
be data element identifiers, data element positions, and page format data. The examiner 
respectfully disagrees with the appUcant, and wishes to point out wherein the three types 
of layout data are very broadly claimed. Aside from the above rejections the examiner 
believes other notoriously well known HTML elements Usted in the Qureshi et al 
reference could be applied to the data types (i.e. angled tag brackets could be viewed as 
data element identifiers, any element spacing tag such as <p> could be data element 
positions, and finally page format data could simply be <font> tags that specify the way 
page elements should be formatted). 

-In regard to dependent claims 6 and 9, Applicant argues that Qureshi et al fails to 
teach detecting a display specification data related to the display unit in combination of 
storing a processed document data. The Examiner respectfully disagrees with appUcant 
and believes that Qureshi et al clearly teaches obtaining/detecting the size and resolution 
of a display window such as a browser (columns 4 & 6, lines 41-55 & 30-35). The 
Examiner also believes Qureshi et al shows storing processed document data in the form 
of an HTML document object as discussed above in the rejections. Wherein the 
processed docimient data was stored before it was manipulated for calculated scaling to 
fit within the display window. 

Wherein applicant also argues, in regards to dependent claims 6 and 9, that the 
overlapped portion not be limited to reside in a position that provides a peripheral region 
adjoining the enlargement target as supposedly taught in Iwamura, the Examiner 
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respectfully points out that not being limited by said peripheral region was not in the 



claimed invention and as such is not a binding limitation of the claims. 



Conclusion 



1 1 . Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Adam L Basehoar whose telephone number is (571)-272-4121. 
The examiner can normally be reached on M-F: 7:00am - 4:00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Steve Hong can be reached on (703) 308-5465. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published apphcations 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
apphcations is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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